1) Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

Claims 1-30 stand Tejecled under 35 U-S.C. § i 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,905,813 issued to Terane (hereinafter "Tetane") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,094,631 issued to Li et al. (lieroinafter "'Li"). To establish prima facie case of obviousness, 
certain criteria must be met. One of such criteria requires the prior art reference or references 
when corabiiied must teach or suggest all the claim limitations, With the ab&ve requirements in 
mind. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

eiaiml 

With respect to independent claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that Terane, Li or 
both fail to teach or suggest at least one claim Umitalion, especially the limitatioi-s rci-'rirding 
"generating an energy distribution of the quantized transform coefficients" (hereinafter "energy 
distribution limitation"). Tonring first to Terane, the Examiner indicates that its data processor 9 
in Figure 1 is "configm-ed to generate an energy distribution of the quantized transform 
coefficients in an order of significance.*' See Office Action dated January 11, 2005, page 2, 
Such indication is hicorrect Mote specifically, the data processor 9 i^fTeninc is cojiiif-'incd lo 
count the quantized coefficients that are not zero. See, e.g.. Col. 7, lines 37-43 and 66-67. Tints, 
Terane does not teach or suggest the energy distribution limitation. Likewise, Li also fails to 
teach or suggest such energy distribution limitation as apparent from the Examiner's reliance on 
Li for disclosing the limitation ofclaim 1 regarding "grouping the transform coefficients into 
layers based on the energy <Ii';rr:Iv<nofr. Alihouiili F i dnos usl-^ energy ;is a criterion to cany otit 
bit allocation, such use is sinspl} different from the CTierg> distribution limitation, Coiumn 4, 
lines 10^12 and 23-26. 

Furthermore, assuming arguendo tliat Li does provide a motivation to combine, tlxe 
combination of Terane and Li would still fail to teach or suggest the energy distribution 
limitation. 

Accordingly, claim 1 is believed to be non-obvious and patentably tiistinguishable over 
Terane in vi ew of Li. 
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Claims2^11 

Regarding claims 2-11, they depend from independent claim I, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus claims 2-1 1 should also be non-obvious andpatentably distinguishable over 
Terane in view of Li. MPEP 2143.03. 

Claim 12 

With respect to claim independent claim 12, it conipnses a hnuiation that is simiiar to the 
energy distribution limitation of claim i, which is believed to be patentable as explained above. 
Accordingly, claim 12 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Terane in 

Claims 13-21 

Rctvinling iMaims 13 -21 , they depend from independent claim- 12, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus claims 13-21 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable 
over Terane in view of Li. MPEP 2143M3. 

With rcspoci to claifu independent claim 22, it comprises a hmitation that is sfmiiar to the 
energy distribution limitation of claim U which is believed to be patentable as explained above. 
Accordingly, claim 22 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Terane in 
view of Li. 

Claim s 2 3-24 

Regarding claims 23-24, tficy depend .froni independent claim 22, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus claims 23-24 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable 
over Terane in view of U. MP.EP 2143.03. 

Claim 25 

With respect to claim independent claim 25, it comprises a limitation that is similar to the 
energy distribution Hmitation of claim 1 , which is believed to be patentable as explained above. 
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Accordingly, claim 25 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Terane in 
view of Li. 

aaim26 

Regarding claim 26, it depends from independent claim 25, which is believed to be 
patentable, and tlius clahn 26 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over 

Terane in view of Li. MPEP 2143.03. 

Claim 27 

With respect to claim independent claim 27, it comprises a limitation that is similar to the 
energy distribution limitation of claim i, which is believed to be patentable as explained above. 
Accordingly, claim 27 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Terane in 
view of Li 

Claim 28 

Regarding claim 28> it depisnds Ironi independent claim: 27, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus claim 28 should also be non^^^^ 
Terane m view of Li. MPEP 2J43m- 

CMmm 

With respect to claim independent claim 2% it comprises a limitation that is similar to the 
energy distribution limitation of claim 1, which is believed to be patentable as explained above. 
Accordingly, claim 29 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over Terane in 

view of Li. 

Claim 3Q 

Regarding claim 30, it depends from independent claim 29, which is believed to be 
patentable, and thus claim 30 should also be non-obvious and patentably distinguishable over 
Terane in view of Li. MPEP 2143.03. 
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CONCLUSION 

Claims 1-30 ai'e presently standing in this parent application. In view of the foregoing 
remarks, each and every point raised in the Office Action mailed on June 28, 2005 has been 
addressed on the basis of the above remarks. Applicaits believe ail of the claims currently 
pending in this patent application to be in a condition for allowance. Reconsideration and 
witbdrawal of the rejections are respectfiilly requested. However, should tbe Examiner believe 
that direct contact with Applicant's aitoniey would advance the prosecution of the application; 
the Examiner is invited to telephone liie undersigned al the number given below. 



CH.VRGE STATEMENT: The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge fees that may be 
required relative to this application, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account 17-0026. 



Respectfully submitted, 
QUALCOMM Incorporated 
Customer Number: 23696 




RossL. Franks,'^gistration No. 47,233 
(§58) 845-194^ 



QUA LCOMM Incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
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